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Robert W. Quinn, Jr.

Suite 1000
Director - Federal Government Affairs v BTy 1120 20th St., NW
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Ms. Magalie Roman Salas

Secretary

Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N. W., Room 222
Washington, D. C. 20554

April 1, 1998

RECEIVED
APR -1 1998

FEUERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

Re: Ex Parte, CC Docket No. 96-98; RM 9101 + Implementation of the Local

Competition Provisions of the Telecommunications Act of 1996

Dear Ms. Roman Salas:

On Tuesday March 31, 1998, Jim Grudus, Joan Marsh, Susan Faccenda, and [
of AT&T met with Michael Pryor, Jake Jennings, Jason Oxman and Andrea Kearney of
the Common Carrier Bureau’s Policy and Program Planning Division to discuss
information regarding Ameritech’s Operational Support Systems as well as the
communications that AT&T has had to date with Ameritech with respect to obtaining
combinations of network elements. Attached are several documents distributed during

the presentation.

Two copies of this Notice are being submitted on the following business day to
the Secretary of the FCC in accordance with Section 1.1206(a)(1) of the Commission's

rules.

Attachments

cc:  J. Jennings
J. Oxman
M. Pryor
A. Kearney
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Sincerely,
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30 South Wacker Drive
Floor 39

Chicago. IL 60606
Oftice 312/750-5367
Fax 312/609-6307

eritECh Jobn Y. Lonanen
Assistant General Counssi

VIA FAGSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL

October 17, 1897

William A. Davis li

AT&T

Chief Regulatory Counsel
13" Floor

227 West Monroe Street
Chicago, lllinois 60606

Dear Bill:

This responds to your letter to me dated October B, 1997, which | received on

October 14, 1997. You asked for Ameritach's written position regarding the so-
called UNE Platform.

Bill, AT&T has been fully aware of Ameritech's legal position regarding the UNE
Platform: the UNE Platform, as defined by AT&T, is inconsistent with the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 and not required by the interconnection
agreements between our companies.

As | represented to you and to Len Cali. Ameritech agreed to work to implement
the UNE Platform during the time this issue remained unresoived on appeal.
Our agreement to work with AT&T, however, was with the express and mutual
understanding that neither party was waiving its legal rights. As such, your
apparent surprise at Ameritech’s decision to “litigate” this issue is puzzling. The
fact of the matter is that the legality of your vision of the UNE Platform has been
the subject of litigation since at least the August 8, 1996 release of the FCC's
First Report and Order in Docket 86-98.

The Order on Petitions for Rehearing of the United States Court of Appeals for
the Eighth Circuit, filed on October 14, 1897, now resolves the platform issue.



William A. Davis 1|
October 17, 1987
Page Two

As the Court held in granting certain petitions for rehearing, including
Ameritech's:

Section 251(c)(3) requires an incumbent LEC to provide access to
the slements of its network only on an unbundled (as opposed to a
combined) basis. Stated another way, § 251(c)(3) does not permit
a new entrant to purchase the incumbent LEC's assembled
platform(s) of combined network elements (or any lesser existing
combination of two or more elements) in order to offer competitive
telecommunications services.

As | understand it, AT&T's “assume-as-is" UNE Platform involves access to
existing assembled network elements on a combined — as opposed to an

unbundied — basis. As such, AT&T's version of the UNE Platform is inconsistent
with Section 251(c)(3), and clearly outside the scope of our interconnection
agreement. :

Therefore, continued implementation discussions regarding AT&T's UNE
Platform do not seem productive. Ameritech recommends, however, that we
begin discussions regarding AT&T's access to unbundied network elements
under our interconnection agreement in a manner consistent with the Act and the
Eight Circuit's Opinion. Such discussion should be coordinated with AT&T's

account management team, which | assume will occur in the normal course of
business.

Bill, if you would like to discuss our legal position in further detail, feel free to give
me or Mike Karson (312/867-5568) a call.

Sincerely,

Spunlin.

n T. Lenahan
JTL:plj

c: Neil Cox
Mike Karson

CALENAHAN\t152.doc



Willlam A. Davis I}
Chiel Reguiatory Counsel
Central Region

13th Floor

227 Wesl Monroe Sireel
Chicago. IL 60606

312 230-26836

October 23, 1997

John T. Lenahan, Esq.

Assistant General Counsel
Ameritech

30 South Wacker Drive, Floor 39
Chicago, [L 60606

Dear John:

| have your responsc of October 17, 1997 to my letter of October &, 1997
concerning the UNE Platform. Obviously our companies have on-going differences
that are incapable of being resolved in correspondence between the two of us, but [ will
respond bricfly to your letter and address the question of how we may best pursue
platform issucs going forward.

I am puzzled by your statement that AT&T's version of the UNE Platform is
both inconsistent with Section 251(c) of the Act and "clearly outside the scope of our
interconnection agreement.” I understand your citation to the 8* Circuit Court of
Appeals' decision of October 14, 1997 in connection with the first point (and as noted
we will continue to differ on the merits of that reading of the Act); at the same tume,
however, there exists clear state law basis for the platform in 8 number of our states
(e.g., Michigan, Illinois). Moreover, as to the scope of the interconnection agreements,

I wonder whether and how your position takes into account Schedule 9.5, Sec.1.17,
which provides:

"When AT&T orders Network Elements or Combinations that are
currently interconnected and functional and remain interconnected to the
same adjacent Network Elements, such Network Elements and
Combinations will remain interconnected and functional without any
disconnection or disruption of functionality of such Network Elements.
There shall be no charge for such interconnection. Consequeantly, for
Ameritech retil Customers who simply wish to switch their iocal
service providers and keep the same type of service provided through the
same equipment, this method of ordering will accomplish this with no
physical changes required in the existing Network Elements, Under
these circumstances, it shall not be necessary for AT&T to collocate
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equipment in Ameritech Central Offices 1o connect the unbundled
Network Element. If shared Network Elements are used, Ameritech will
be responsible for all engineering, provisioning and maintenance of

these components to ensure they support the agreed-upon grade of
service.”

Among the network "combinations” which Ameritech agreed to provide pursuant to
Section 9.3.4, of course, is the "Unbundled Element Platform with Operator Services
and Directory Assistance." We read these sections of the interconnection agreement to
provide expressly for AT&T's version of the UNE Platform, and | am thereforc at a
loss as to how Ameritech can reconcile these provisions with its position that the
AT&T UNE Platform is "outside the scope" of our agreement

In any event, and without prejudice to our legal positions, AT&T is prepared to
pursue discussions of UNE Platform issues — including Ameritech's proposed approach
to UNE availability in light of the 8* Circuir's ruling — from an operational and
business perspective. In particular, AT&T will need to know with specificity just bow
Ameritech proposes to make cach UNE available to requesting carriers on a separsted
basis in a manner that will allow those requesting carmriers to combine such clements.
Bruce Bennett will be taking up these issues, consistent with your suggestion, in
discussions with Amernitech's AT&T account management team.

Sincerely,
@'H J)&w
William A. Davis, 11

cc: Neil Cox, Esqg.
Mike Karson, Esq.

bee: Len Cali
Bruce Bennent
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8cuce C. Bennett
Dwegior o
2-gauct Dalwerv

Z5th Floar

312 230-3332

TAX 312 230-a888

November 14, 1997

VIA FACSIMILE

Daniel J. Kocher, Director
Planning and Implementauon
Ameritech

350 Narth Orleans. 3 Floor
Chicaga, {llinois 60654

Dear Dan,

fn our November 6, 1997 meeting we discussed cerain operational issucs associsted with Ameritech's
proposed methods for making UNEs available to CLECs, assuming tho 8" Cirzuit Court decision is not
overturned. Ameritech’s respanse, in genersl, was that the CLECs would be required to recombine

-Network Elements in collocation space purchased on 1erms and conditions per the Interconnection

Agreement. This fetter sews forth AT&T's undessanding of Ameritech’s requirements based on our
discussions and sccks vour confirmation of our undersanding. Also, AT&T is submitting additianal
questions 1o berer understand Ameritech’s operational plans and requirements for recombined UNEs.
Ameritech agreed 10 respond to in writing to additional questions on UNE recombining.

Listed below are the questions AT&T asked Ameritech in our meciing and the Ameritech responses as we
understand them:

What sre the cicments Ameritech will offer 1o CLECs on ¢b unbuadied basis?

Americech will keep the loop and NID connected and will not pravide a lcap without a NID. The
clements Ameritech will make availablc are: loep and NID combined. local switching including
signaling inherent in the switch (including access 1o daabases). transport ~ both dedicated and
Ameritech's version of “shared”, 1andem switching, tandem transport and OS/DA.

How will CLECs be required so recombine the sismonts?

Ameritech requises CLECs to combine eicments in coliocation space. Each CLEC will require
collocation space in cach cenmal office, including ndem offices. in arder 10 recombine UNEs. Althe
Muin Distribution Frame. Amenitech will “disconnect” an sxisting loop when a CLEC furnishes a vaiid
customer request for service. Ameritech would establish jumpers for both the icop and switch side
connection an Ameritech's Main Direribution Frame (“MDF™). An Amernech-spproved thisd party
vendor wouid be required to establish the connection berween the collocation cage and Ameritech's
MDF. The CLEC will establish its own MDF in its collocarion cage and will be rewponsible for
physically cross-connecting loop jumpers and linc port jurapers an its MDF. Ameritech indicated that

@ Aeopuis Puper
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Dan Kocher
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a CLEC may make all the connections within its cage at one time. Additionally, Ameritech indicated
that an Intermediate Distribution Frame {“]DF™") connection between its MDF and the collocation cage
may also be required in some cenmal offices. Ameritech said it would not utilize a common frame
outside of the coliocation space to terminate mulitiple CLECs® cross-connects. Morcover. cross-

connection of Ameritech switching with dedicated cranspor trunks would be pertormed in the
collocated space under Ameritech's definition of “shared” rranspon.

3. Does Ameritech sllow CLECs to share the same interoffice transport used by Ameritech?

No. A CLEC purchasing UNE interoffice ransport will be purchasing dedicated interoffice mrunks and
cannot siraultancously use the same interotfice Tansport used by Amentech.

4. Can CLECs purchasc Ameritech’s “shared” transport in quantities smalier than a full trunk
group?

The lowest quantity currently negotiated and practically implemented for interconnestion is the DS|
level. Upan request. Ameritech will split the “shared" transpar bill for a DS1 among sharing CLECs.

5. How does Ameritech complete 3 line assignment for its existing customers?

A physical disconnection and reconnection often is not necessary when an existing loop is assigned

an Ameritech customer: rather. Ameritech is able to accomplish this task via an elecoonic (keyboard)
input.

6. Does s CLEC bave 10 purchase signaling scparste from switching?

No. On the line side, the line card has signaling as an embedded function, On the ounk side, a CLEC
can purchase either MF or SS7 trunks. The basic signaling capability is inherent in the switch;
signaling is not ordered scparately if switching is orderad. This basic sigoaling capability inciudes
access to the Ameritech dawbascs (i.c. 800/888, 911, LIDB, ctc. databuses). A CLEC purchasing
switching and SS7 trunks does not have to purchase separate access 1o Ameritech's signaling nerwork
and associsted databascs. Signaling includes both TCAP and ISUP signaling.

7. -When will Ameritech's unbundied clements ordering guide be updated to reflect the B circuit
court ruling?

Ameritech promised 1o fumnish 8 date for updating its unbundicd ordering guide. (AT&T posed this
question o our Ameritech Account Manager on 10/23/97 and is still waiting for an answer. Ameritech

has & message on its WEB site indicating thas the unbundied.ordering guide will be updated to reflect
the 8* Circuit Court ruling).

8. Wil Amecritect silow CLECs to recambine UNEs without callacation? Is Ameritech combining
clemenys today vis @ remote terminal?

Ameritech cequires collocation for CLEC recambining of UNEs. For the vast majority of Amenitcch's
OwWT! CUSIOMETS. Service is provisioned via a software update using & remote terminal. Ameritech
makes 8 phyzical connection (o provide service only far new lines (e.g. second lines).

5. Arethere ways that CLECs can have direct access 10 the Ameritech MDF? s thers saftware to
recombine without s phytical recoanection?

Ameritech docs not anticipate providing CLECs direct access 10 Ameritech equipment. Ameritech has
not given any thought 1o a software- based method of recambining separate clements.



Dan Kocher
November 14. 1997
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10,

i4.

16.

t7.

What hsppens if Ameritech does not have sufficient room to accommodate eollacstion in a
specific cencrsl office?

Under these circumstances. Amenitech would allow virtual collocation. and would require Ameritech
escort of the CLEC technician 1o perform work on the virtually collocated equipment.

. Can CLECs pre-wire in a coflocation space?

Ameritech will not prohibit a CLEC from prewiring in its colloceted space. A CLEC can also prewire
all of its tie lines to and from the MDF (or IDF where one exists) at one time.

. How will Ameritech ensure coardination of the loop and line port connections for each CLEC

customer service order?

The CLEC would have 1o specifV the physical appearances of the loap and switch line port on the

individual orders: Ameritech has processes in place 1o coordinate the separate orders required for the
loop and the line port on the switch.

. How many loop and line port jumper connections could Ameritech compiete in 8 singie dav?

Ameritech indicated there is a physical limit to the number ot conversions which can be done in any
given day because of the manual effort involved, but was not able to quantify this limit. To date.

Amcritech has not compicted any srudics or given any thought 1o what the maximum number of daily
connections would be.

Assume &« CLEC intends (o purchase coliocation spacc soiely for purpases of recombining the
necessary UNEs into the platflarm combination, rather thaa purchasiang collocation spacs for
providing facilities-based service, and therefore will not need space for equipment such aa light
guide equipment: under these circumsiances will Ameritech allow the CLEC to purchase
collocstion space in incrementy less than 100 square feet?

Yes. Ameritech will reconsider minimum UNE collocstion space requirements, and will provide
AT&T with a response on this question.

. Callocation requirements will increase the loop length. (I this additional length. necessitates loop

conditioning, who is responsibie for performing the conditloning — Ameritech or the CLEC?

The CLEC is respansibie,

Will Ameritech provide CLECs access to its engineering records, since the records need to be
updstcd (o reflect the new loap length to easure MLT testing warks properiy?

AS hecestary, access o resords wiil be provided. Ameritech said it would investigate MLT impacts of
its collocation proposal and will provide AT&T an answer.

How doss maintensoce of the recombined unbundied cisments work?

Armeritech has responsibility for the actual maintcnance of the elements and the CLEC has
responsibility for properiy combining the elements. The CLEC must idemtifv and sectionalize the
maintenancs problem. The CLEC must notify Ameritech which elements are not working properly

and Ameritech will initiste correcnive action. Ameritech will provide CLECs access ta the necessary
mainccnance tools and disgnostics.
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Listed below arc addirional questions related o Ameritech’s requirements for CLECs to recombine
unbundled nerwork elements:

18,

19.

20.

21

22

24.

P18

Has Ameritech developed methods and procedures to describe how it will separste already-combined

clemenu and how CLECs will be required to recombine clements? If not, when will this be done and
when will the M&P's be available 1o CLECs?

What OSS impacts are anticipated from Ameritech's recombining proposals? What OSS will

Ameritech access/urilize to separate elements and will CLECS utilize to recombine elements? How
wiil Ameritech provide CLECs access to these OSS?

What impact does Ameritech’s recombining proposal have on engineering and inventory records?
Whas records will Ameritech access or modify to separate already connected elemenn? What records
will need to be acecssed and/or updated for a CLEC to complets recombination of UNEs? What is
Ameritech's plan to accurately mainmin such records? How will. muitiple CLECs using recombined
UNES3 be given access o Ameritech's enginearing and inventory recards?

Has Ameritech investigated any aiternatives to collocation for the recombination of network elements
(for example, providing CLECs direct access o Ameritech's network equipment for physical
recombining or logical separation and recombining)? 1fso. what are Ameritech's reasons for not
making these alternatives svailablo to CLECs? |f nor when will this investigation be done?

Will Ameritech have any restrictions on the number of recombined UNE customers which may be
convened 1o CLECs on a daily basis?

How quickly can Ameritech inswall collocation cages in all of the Ameritech Michigan cenwal offices?

What is the availability of collocated space in each Ameritech ceneral office? Please describe any
limitations which may exist.

Assuming a CLEC has prewired loop and switch conaections in its coliocation space to blocks on
Amaeritech MDF and/or 1DF frames, what is the expected durstion of customer down time for
conversion of an existing Ameritech customer to 8 UNE CLEC customer?

. How does Ameritech praposc 1o remedy the provisioning/scrvice parity issucs associaied with its

collocation proposal ¢.g., (1) elecoonic provisioning vs manual provisioning: (2) additionai loop
lengths; (3) additional possible points of failure?

Thank you for yeur cooperation on this maaer. If you have any queations | can boe reached af (312) 230-
3312,

Sincerely,

Dhssesr (Beaeatt

Bruce Bennent

BB/cvy
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Bonnie Hemphill

General Manager - AT&T CLEC Sales
Ameritech Information Industry Services
350 North Orleans. Floor 3

Chicago, Illinois 60654

Dear Bonnic:

As mentioned in my last correspondence 1o you the AT&T Collocation team would meet
to discuss and develop a collocation forecast for Ameritech. At that meeting, several
observations were noted which impact the coordination and development of the forecast
data which we are 10 provide to Ameritech. In light of Ameritech’s position regarding
the 8th Circuit decision on the method of combining network elements, and its insistence
upon combining nerwork elements through collocation, the teamn neceds to reconsider the
impact on our collocation requircments in Ameritech end offices, Our current collocation
data and analysis must now be re-evaluated to determine how to factor in this eniterion,
Consequently, in order to provide you with an useful forecast, | have requested that the
-AT&T Collocation team reassess our current forecast data and make the appropriate
modificatuons.

The reassessment and analysis of these revisions would ultirnately impact the initial
timeframes reflected in Section 6.2.5 (Collocation Planming) of the Implementation Plan.
AT&T proposes 1o provide Amentech with a two-year rolling revised annually forecast
starting on January 20 1998 for the Termination Points. Existing Space, Future LSO’s in
Existing Market and Future LSO’s. We would also submit on a two-year rolling revised
Quarterly forecast for Power starting on January 20, April, July, and October
respectively. The team has developed forecast templates in which to provide this
information 10 Ameritech (Attachments 1-4). A two-year forecast that does not account
for the latest information, in this case consideration of Ameritech’s position on the 8th
Circuit decision, does not provide it’s intended value. Given the dynamic nature of this
business it also seems appropriate to consider a six month true up option in the two-year
forecast. As of this time however, I can inform you that AT&T has no plans for
collocation in Wiscoasin or Indiana for 1998. Should that plan change due to our

business needs, [ will notify you in a timely fashion so as to provide you with adequate
time to respond to the requirements.



Your feedback on this proposal is necessary for our team 1o move forward.

If you have any questions or need further clarification regarding the aforementioned |
can be contacted at 312-230-2450.

Antoinette Thomas

Copy ta:

Steve Hunsberger
Rhonda Johnson
Dan Noorani

Rob Polete
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Aruce C. SBennatt Z5th Floor

Diractor of 227 W. Monros Strast

Proguct Delivery Chicago, IL. 608D8-5018
312 230.3312

FAX 312 230-8886

December 16, 1997

VIA FACSIMILE AND US MAIL

Daniel J. Kocher, Director
Planning and Implementation
Amentech

350 North Orleans, 374 Floor
Chicago, lllinois 60654

Dear Dan,

[ am following up on the starus of a response 10 my November 14, 1997 letter (attached) | sent
you following our November 6, 1997 mecting. Included in the letter is a series of questions we
asked Ameritech at the meeting and AT&T's understanding of Ameritech’s responses. We also
included questions related 10 Ameritech’s requirements for CLECs to recombine unbundled
network clements which were not specitically addressed at the meeting. It has been over a month
since [ sent you the letter which Ameritech agreed to respond to in writing, and | have not

received a response. We would really appreciate Ameritech’s answers to these questions as
quickly as possible.

If you should have any questions or would like to discuss anything | can be reached at (312) 230-
3312. Thank you in advance for your cooperation on this matter.

Sincerely,

Grid

Bruce Bennen
BB/cv
Attachment

ec: Bonnie Hemphill
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8ruce C. Bennetr 25th Floor

Director of 227 W. Monros Stres!
Praduct Delivery Chicago. IL 608DB-S016
312 230-3312
FAX 312 230-8888

January 28, 1998

VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL

Daniel J. Kocher. Director
Planning and implementation
Ameritech

350 North Orleans, 379 Floor
Chicago, [llinois 60654

Dear Dgn,

[ am following up on the status of & response to my December 16, 1997 and November 14, 1997
letters regarding Ameritech’'s requirements for CLECs to recombine unbundled network
elements. We have not yet received the response you agreed to provide and therefore can only
assume that we have correcily characterized Ameritech’s position on recombination in the
November 14, 1997 lener.

If Ameritech’s ppsition on these issues has changed we would greatly appreciate a response to
our lctrer.

Sincerely,
f/ﬁ/ﬂf/ |

Bruce Bennent

BB/cv

cc: Bonnie Hemphill
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Ameritech [aformados ladustry Serviess
350 N. Orieans. Floer 3

Qhicage. lllinois GO6S¢

Phone: 31271356559 Fax: 312/335.2927

@ﬁ' ntec

Febnuary 10, 1998

Besais Hempbill
Gesera) Masager - AT&T

Mr. Bruce Besmen

Director of Praduct Delivery
ATET '

227 W. Moaroe, 25* Floor
Chicago, lllimeois 60606

Dexr-Bruce,

This responds 1o your letter of November 14, 1997 to Dan Kocher and subsequent

comcerning the November 6. 1997 mexting when Dan, Mike Karson and | were
invited to speak with Maween Gerson. Bob Sherry, Bob Falcone and yourself concernmg
AT&T's shility to combinc ncrwrark elements pursusnt 1o the Eighth Cirasit Court'’s ruling.
Tha mexting was beld as a follow-up to John Lenahan’s October, 17, 1997 lerter.

At that three hour muesting, we deacribed in dewil how Amaeritech today provides access w
nerwvark clements and how AT&T could, {f {t choss o do sa, use these existing arrmgements W
combinc thase neswork clemards with its own ficilitics or with other network elemeres providad
by Amecritech to provide telecommunicarions sexvices. While our discussion dealt with details,
tho subject maticr roself was not new to sy of us. The memner in whick Ameritech provides
access o these nievwork clomems has been cxumsively documenmed ar Amernitech's web site, in
our [mercommection Agreement and its associzted lmplunumhm Plan, and in the thousands of
pages filed with Ameriach’s rwo 271 applicanions.

During the mewting, we mphasi.nd the following point:

L Asmcritech has provided other CLECs with acceas 1o teus of thousands of unbundled
loops which have been successfully combined within those carriers’ nesworks to serve
their cusiomers. Procechaes have boen extablished 1o coordingte the disconnecrion of
Ameritech's rewall service with the installanion of 2 CLEC s servier 1o mmimize any
cusmomer mconvemence during the Tasition.

2. Amexitsch docs not dictxie 10 AT&T how network slemenss tha 1t purchases should be
combined Ou several accasions Dan Kocher carrected misstarements made by the
AT&T represcrnatives that Amernech was “requiring”™ AT&T to perform certain
funcrions in combining aetwork slements.

3. Ahbough it is obwvious that combining nerwark clememns as they sre qaromly provided
can be acoomplisbed in coliocanion space. Ameniuach is open to ncgoticie eny other

————_



technically feasible alicnative than AT&T cares o propose. AT&T indicated that it
would be making such a proposal shardy.

Unfornmarcly, although the mecting was extablished to exchangs our respoctive views of the
cowrt’s desision, once the merting started you provided little explanation of AT&T's position on
the issue. You suzred tha you were not authorized 0 discuss ATERT's views a1 that titne.
Several times duriag the mesting, you or ane of the other AT&T represcrmanives indicxzad that
AT&T was preparing altemative srrangements which it inzeaded to formally propose 1o
Ameritech. As the meeting adjourned, it was Ameritech’s understaading that ATET would be
making those proposals in the near fizure. It was to thoss forthooming proposals that Ameritech
agroed w0 respoad. Nexrly three manths have passed sincs thet mesting.  To date, Ameritoch hes
not rectived say proposals from AT&T cven though the Eighth Circuit's order was clesr thar the
respansibility.to combine network elemans rests with AT&T, acx Ameritech.

With regad 10 the November 14° correspandence, [ must admit that there was soros puzzicmon
oo our part when we received your document whan we undersiood that AT&T was preparing o
open negaristions on an altermative proposal to the existing collocwiion wyangements. Our
ariginal intention was w respond when AT&T shared its proposal with us. However, I think it is
now obvious that your proposal is delayed. You may refer to the three points listed shove as an
accurste summary of Ameritech’s position and Ameriiech's willingness and sbility to provide
access to network clements 50 that they can be combined by AT&T(with daxails provided in e
extensive documenzsrion mentioned carlier).

1 also believe that AT&T s position comainsd @ its forecaxs lectary of November 18, 1997 and
Decaraber 18, 1997 was disingenuous. Since AT&ET has nicadfantly cefirscd to acoepe

"UNE pixdorm and shared sansport definitions contained in our Intercoanection Agroement ot the
Eighth Circuit’s rulings. they sould bave no impact an AT& T« ability to fulfill its contractual
obligmions for forecasts. [n my case, since you now have ouwr response. there should be no
further impodiment to your {orecasting process.

[ aiso note that AT&T has publicly amnounced abendonment-of its resale cfforts afthough
substantial ordex vohames continus through our service cornier. [ am curigus as w whether this
snouncement, alang with the Eighth Ciraut’s ruling, will result in a changed position vis-s-vis
the UNE Platform. whicly (or all intent and purposes was nothing mare then resale 8 TELRIC
s [f you bave any mnformation with regurd to this sinuation that you would be willing o
share, Amerivech would appreciste it

Bruce, to the extent you wish 10 cnter o mosnmgiul dialogus oo your necwork element

combination altemnatives. your accownt team mt Ameritech, sumds ready to do so. When you

obeain the suthorization (o discuss these itoms, plemse feol free to forward any proposals you wish
Ameritech to coasider.

Sinccyely,

forass Mol A
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Bruce C, Bennen 25th Floor

Directar of 227 W. Monroae Sireat

Product Delivery Chicago, IL 80608-5016
312 230-3312

FAX 312 230-8888

February 27, 1998

VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL

Bonnie Hemphill

General Manager

Ameritech Information industry Services
350 North Orleans

Floor 3

Chicago, IL 60654

Dear Bonnie:

I am in receipt of your February 10, 1998 letter replying to my letter of November 14,
1997. Your letter fails to respond to AT&T's requests — contained in my initial letter and
reiterated in follow-up correspondence on December 16, 1997 and January 28, 1998 that
Ameritech clarify and confirm its position on the manner in which it proposes 1o make availabic
unbundled UNEs to CLECs. including an explanation of how Ameritech combines UNEs for its
own use and how Ameritech wiil separate UNEs that are curreatly combined. The information
we requested is essential for AT&T to cvaluate whether your current collocation-based offering is

a reasonable means to combine Ameritech UNEs (loops and switches), as well a3 to assess
possible alternatives.

Your letter attempts to suggest that Ameritech has not responded to my November 14,
1997 letter because it has been waiting for an AT&T proposal. What we agrecd to at our
November 6, 1997 meeting, however, was that AT&T would summarizc in writing what it
understood Ameritech's position to be on those questions, and that Ameritech would respond in
writing, and that was not tied (o any AT&T altemstive proposal. If, as you contend, you were
"puzzled" by my November 14® letter, presumably you remained puzzied by my subsequent
requests for the information, and yet you never called and never responded. If Ameritech had a
different understanding, in other words, it was incumbent on Ameritech to respond in some
fashion rather than simply remain silent for three months.

Your latest letter, moreover, is not responsive. We fully understand that Ameritech has
provided CLECs with their own switches access 1o your unbundled loops by using collocation 1o
connect to their networks. AT&T's questions were posed to gain an understanding of whether
Ameritech's collocation product, designed for connecting UNEs in an environment for CLEC
switch providers 1o access unbundled loops in your network, is reasonable when Ameritech
provides both the loops and the switch. As we discussed in our meeting, it is AT&T's view that

&9
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collocation as a method to connect an ILEC’s own switches with its own unbundled loops serves
no valid commercial purpose, but additional information, which only Ameritech holds, is needed
to more fully evaluate this issuc. The "three points” and the "extensive documentation" which
you outline in your letter thus fail to address the questions posed in my letter,

Further, your statement that [ or anyone else from AT&T said we were not authorized 1o
discuss AT&T's views is just plain wrong. We came to the meeting sceking clarification and
detail around Ameritech's position, as indicated above. It is, after all, up 1o Ameritech to state
how it proposes to make unbundled UNEs available to CLECs based upon the 8* Circuit's
decision, before CLECSs can determine how they might be combined. Additionally, however, we
discussed preliminarily AT&T's proposal to utilize the "recent change process” to separate and
reconnect Ameritech's unbundled loops and ports, although of course not in the level of detail that

would be necessary to work through those issues. As indicated below, we arc prepared to pursue
those discussions.

Frankly, Bonnie, thinking back on this Ameritech's insistence upon attomey involvement
in what should be business meetings, prior even to exploring the technical and operational issues,
appears to bc a big part of the problem. In an effort to proceed on a business to business level, I
would suggest the following. First, | would appreciste a response to our questions included in my
February 10, 1997 lefier. Second, [ propose we schedule a meeting to discuss AT&T's "recent

change proposal” in grester detail, approximately a week subsequent to Ameritech's response to
our questions. The meeting would be held without ettorneys present. As indicated in Bill Davis's

letter to John Lenahan on October 23, 1997, AT&T is prepared to pursue these discussions,
without prejudice to either party's legal position, from an operational and business perspective.
You are exactly right when you say these issues should be worked through the account team.

Your prompt written reply would be appreciated. Please call if you would like to discuss
any aspect of this matter in greater detail.

Sincerely,

Alberrett

Bruce Bennett

BB/ev
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metitech. .
| Vics Presidect-Sales
| Local Exchange Carrizs
March 16, 1998 .

VIA FAX: (312) 230-8834 & FIRST CLASS AIL

Vice President - Cenmral States Local Service Organizanon
AT&T .

227 West Monroe Srrest, 13 Floor

Chicago, Illinois §0606

Dear Sir or Madam:

I am writing pursuant to Section 29.3 of the Intercannection Agresments under Sections 251 and
252 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 by and between Amentech and AT&T (individually it
collectively, the “Agresment™) 10 require rencgolstion of certain provisions of the Agreement in light of
the final and nonappealable decision of the United States Coun of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit in lowa
Utilitics Board v. F.C.C., 120 F.3d 753, (8" Cir. 1997), which decision vacated certain rules contajne? in

Part 51 of Title 47 of the Code of Federal Regulations (such vacated sules referred 10 herein as 1he
“Vacated Rules’™).

As you know, the Vacated Rules were in cffect when the Agreement was negotiated, arbitra 1,
signed and approved. Consistent with Section 29.3, the Eighth Circuit's final and nonsppealablc
A~gision vacating the Vacated Rules gives risc to an “Amendment to the Act”’ (as defined in Sectior .93

he Agreement) and Ameritech therefore demands renegotiation of the provisions in the Agreement
lnat were affected by such Amendment to the Act.

In keeping with the good faith requirement of Section 29.3, Ameritech requests that AT&T
1d=nufy a point of contact to negotiate the amendment. Accordingly, please identify 1o me in wniting Hy
no later than March 23, 1998, AT&T s point of contact and I will have the applicable Ameritech i .
ncgoualion team coniact that individual. :

[f you have any questions, pleasc call me at (312) 335-6531.

Sincerely,

TG lomib

c<: Bonnie Hmphxu '
AT&T Vice President - Law & Government Affsirs
VIA FAX: (312) 230-8835
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Philip S, Abrahams 13th Floor
Senior Attorney 227 West Mm Street
312 230-2645
~March 23, 1998 ’,' :
"Via Fax ax_gd U.S. Mail
Mr. Michael J. Karson
Vice President & General Counsel
Ameritech Information Industry Scmces
350 North Orleans "
Floor 5 e
Chicago, IL 60654
'*.l?"‘ é
Dear Mike: -

This is in response to Ted Edwards’ March 16, 1998 letter proposing that our
* companies renegotiate certain provisions of the Interconnection Agreement in L ght of i

the “fipal and nonappealable” decision of the United States Court of Appeals fer the
. Eighth Circuit.

* Since Ted’s letter 1s not explicit, please submit to me, in writing, the specific
provisions of the Interconnection Agreement that you wish to renegotiate and indicate
the basis for that request (i.e, please cross-reference those provisions to the “finn! and
nonappealable” portions of the Eighth Circuit’s decision). Upon receipt, AT&1.can
both determine if our companies are in agreement with the starus of the pomor(s) of
the order in question and how to move forward under Section 29.3 of the
Interconnection Agreement.

Sincerely,

B,

Philip S. Abrahams

ss-cs LS SECTREET (TR

cc: Ted Edwards - Amentech
Jane Medlin
Bill West
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NOTEBAERT SAYS AMERITECH CAN'T FOLLOW FCC SEC. 271 'ROAD MAP'

CHICAGO -- Although Ameritech initially was enthusiastic about FCC development of "road map"
for RHC:s to use in meeting requirements for long distance entry, company has found after further study
that it's "impossible" to follow those directions, Ameritech Chmn. Richard Notebaert told reporters Tues.
in news conference here. He said Ameritech has decided it can't file any more entry applications until it
determines whether new FCC members will have different interpretation of Telecom Act checklist
requirements. He gave keynote speech at USTA convention here earlier in day.

Road map is nickname for guidance included in FCC order in Aug. denying Ameritech's Sec. 271
‘request to offer long distance in Mich. In that order, Commission outlined what RHC needed to do to

win approval of application. Ameritech last summer hailed that action as victory for RHCs because FCC
never before had issued directions to meet checklist.

However, on closer study company discovered it would have to spend at least $200 million and more
than year's work to meet some requirements involving billing, operational support systems and
certain technical details of interconnection, Notebaert said. He said guidelines would require changes in
billing system — for example, to accept 6 entries instead of 2 -- and information that isn't even available
now. He said company is waiting to see whether FCC will clarify problem when it rules on BellSouth's
Sec. 271 petition in Dec. Ameritech officials said they have held many meetings with FCC staff in effort
to resolve problem but haven't received any assurance that revisions will be made.

Ameritech also is hesitant to file for Sec. 271 entry until it determines how newly constituted FCC will
interpret recent ruling by 8th U.S. Appeals Court, St. Louis, on unbundled elements and shared transport,
Notebaert said. He said court's language on rebundling was "very straightforward" but so was its earlier
language on forward-looking pricing that FCC interpreted in way that RHCs found questionable. In
pricing case, FCC had continued to apply forward-looking pricing principles in reviewing Sec. 271
applications, action that RHCs have challenged in court. Because of uncertainty at federal level,
Ameritech "isn't pushing very hard" to win state approval for long distance entry, Notebaert said.

In his speech at USTA convention, Notebaert urged telcos to be "imaginative" and "bold" in facing
newly competitive world. Like other speakers’ at this year's sessions (see separate story, this issue), his
comments almost took form of pep talk to smaller companies. He said that increased competition in
cellular market helped Ameritech by encouraging it to try harder to meet customers' needs and to offer
digital cellular service quickly. As result, he said, Ameritech has experienced 30% annual growth rate.
By being "bold" and entering cable market when some predicted failure, Ameritech is "winning more
than a third of the cable households where our service is up and running," he said.

Notebaert said that meeting customer needs is best way to compete: "Our future is in the hands of our
customers. Nothing has more bearing on our ability to prosper than to see the world through their eyes."
He said some in audience might point out that they didn't offer cellular or couldn't see getting into cable
since they count customers only "in the thousands.” Notebaert warned that "that kind of thinking is the
path to oblivion" and all companies must "unshackle our imaginations and, as we like to say at
Ameritech, look at this business through the windshield rather than the rear-view mirror."

CDviaNewsEDGE
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BEFORE
THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO

In the Matter of the Review of Ameritech )
Ohio's Economic Costs for Interconnection, )
Unbundled Network Elements. and Recipro- ) Case No. 96-922-TP-UNC
cal Compensation for Transport and Termi- )
nation of Local Telecommunications Traffic. )

SECOND ENTRY ON REHEARING

The Commission finds:

(1) ~ On June 19, 1997, the Commission issued an Opinion and
Order addressing in detail the total element long run incre-
mental cost (TELRIC) studies submitted by Ameritech Ohio

* (Ameritech) in this matter. These TELRIC studies were in-
tended to establish the rates for unbundled network elements
which Ameritech proposes to charge competitors for provi-
sioning unbundled network elements as required by the Tele-
communications Act of 1996 (1996 Act)! and this Commis-
sion's local service guidelines set forth in Case No. 95-845-TP-
COI (845 Guidelines).

(2) On September 18, 1997, the Commission issued an Entry on

Rehearing modifying and clarifying, to the limited extent
addressed therein, the June 19, 1997 Opinion and Order.

(3) On October 20, 1997, applications for rehearing of the Com-
mission’s September 18, 1997 Entry on Rehearing were timely
filed by Ameritech, AT&T Communications of Ohio (AT&T).
and MCI Telecommunications Corporation (MCI)?2 pursuant
to Section 4903.10, Revised Code, and Rule 4901-1-35, Ohio
Administrative Code. Memoranda contra the applications for

rehearing were timely filed by Ameritech and jointly by
AT&T and MCIL

(4)  In their joint application for rehearing, AT&T and MCI aver
that the Commission erred in its September 18, 1997 Entry on
Rehearing concerning the application of the 20 percent reduc-
tion in shared costs. AT&T and MCI allege that, rather than
adopt their position and reduce the shared cost percentage

! Codified as 47 U.S.C. 151 et seq.

2 Consistent with their earller practices in this matter, AT&T and MCI submitted a joint application for
rehearing.
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